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Romer; Prof. P. d'Hollender; Prof. A. Hamalian. 
Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 9:35 a.m. 


Approval of Minutes 

Dr. O'Brien advised that the minutes of the meeting of April 29, 1983 were 
not yet available and would therefore be dealt with at a subsequent meeting 
of Senate. 

IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ROY, SECONDED BY DEAN EMERY, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF APRIL 22, 
1983, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the regular May meeting of Senate was usually 
scheduled as an all day meeting. However, with respect to this particular 
meeting, he advised that in the opinion of the Steering Committee, there was 
probably a good solid morning's agenda before Senate, but not an all day 
agenda. Consequently, it was the Steering Committee's hope and 
expectation that the meeting could be completed in a morning session, 
which, if necessary, could be extended a little bit longer. 


Question Period 


There were no questions. 
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Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. Singer presented and explained the Report of the Arts and Science 
College Evaluation Committee (document US-83-8-D3) concerning the 
evaluation of the Liberal Arts College, Lonergan University College, and 
the School of Community and Public Affairs. He advised that the Report, 
including the recommendations contained therein, was approved by the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council on May 6, 1983, and was being tabled at 
Senate for information. He explained that next year the College Evaluation 
Committee would be evaluating the Science College and the following year, 
the Institute for Cooperative Education, which would complete the cycle for 
evaluation of all "small units such as Colleges". It was the feeling of the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council that at that point, "Colleges" should revert 
to the normal evaluation mechanism used by the Faculty for other 
undergraduate units, with the exception of Lonergan University College 
which has been recommended for re-evaluation within four years. Dr. 
Singer also reported that the Arts and Science Faculty Council had approved 
a series of recommendations related to the Report on Core Curriculum, 
which was forwarded to Council during the last 30 days. He advised that 
the Faculty Council endorsed the principle of general education as "a 
valuable complement to specialized study or programme of concentration, 
for all Arts and Science students". Council also approved the establishment 
of a general education requirement for graduation from degree programmes 
in the Faculty of Arts and Science, subject to the proviso that the 
establishment of the requirement is found to be feasible by Council, after 
receipt of a report that was mandated from a general education planning 
committee that Council has now established. He advised that in the opinion 
of the Faculty of Arts and Science, the Core Curriculum document and the 
mandate of the committee, were significant contributions to the creation of a 
more viable undergraduate education package at Concordia University and 
he requested permission to table the documents with the Secretary, for the 
information of Senators who may wish to consult them. Finally, he stated 
that the intention was to have all of these discussions concluded by the next 
Spring and to begin the process of implementing the Report during the 
following academic year. 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to two documents which were listed 
under Agenda Item V, j), which were being tabled for information. He 
explained that the first one, (document US-83-8-Dl), was the Senate Report 
to the Board of Governors, on the outcome of the Senate discussions on the 
University Mission Study; the second document, (US-83-8-D2) was his 
own personal Report which was prepared for, and forwarded to the Board 
of Governors. He advised that the documents were tabled at the May 
meeting of the Board of Governors, but because of the length of time that it 
took to sort out the various motions and amendments and put the Senate 
Report together, it was not possible to circulate the Report in advance of the 
Board meeting. Consequently, the members of the Board had no real 
opportunity to react to the Report at that meeting and the matter has now 
been placed on the agenda for the June meeting of the Board of Governors. 
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Mr. Adams, University Registrar, advised that the new GPA system was 
published and distributed to the students at this year's Summer Registration, 
which in turn, has led to a number of questions being asked concerning the 
application of the system. He stated that when the GPA system was 
approved, the initial intention was that it would deal specifically with the 
academic achievement and honours regulations. Next years, he intended to 
proceed to convert the existing grades which are applicable to the honours 
and academic achievement levels, to the appropriate GPA's, e.g., the "B" 
average requirement for honours courses would be classified as "T', and the 
"B-11 overall annual average would be classified as "2.7". He also pointed 
out that the high academic achievement level requirements of "A-" for "with 
distinction" and "A " for "with great distinction, would be converted 
respectively to "3.7" and "4.3". However, he felt that it would be somewhat 
unrealistic to expect that the required "4.3" GPA for "with great distinction" 
would be obtainable, i.e., a student would have to get "A " grades in all 
courses, and consequently he intended to use "4.0" as the required level for 
the "with great distinction" category. He further advised that his office 
would do an analysis of the existing graduation class, using both the present 
system and the new GPA system, which would be submitted to Senate in 
the Fall for review, in order to consider whether the figures were 
appropriate or whether any adjustments should be made for subsequent 
years. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE FELLOWSHIPS, 
SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS COMMITTEE, AND THE SENATE 
LIBRARY COMMITTEE, (document US-83-8-D4). BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Curriculum 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this was the annual meeting at which new 
programme proposals and closely related matters, were brought forward to 
Senate. The bulk of the curriculum changes occur at the October meeting 
and the purpose of today's meeting was to deal with the most major changes 
and in particular, with those changes which need to be worked into the 
University material to be made available in the CEGEP's and elsewhere, 
next year. He also explained that procedurally he would invite the 
representatives of the various bodies proposing new programmes, to 
present them; Prof. Whitelaw would present the reports and comments from 
UCCC and SCAD; and the matter would then be open for consideration by 
Senate. 


Graduate Programme Proposals 


Dean French presented the new programme proposals for a Master of 
Engineering (Mechanical) - Aeronautical Option, and a Diploma in 
Computer-Assisted Learning, (document US-83-8-D5). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE TWO NEW GRADUATE PROGRAMME 
PROPOSALS, AS DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT US-83-8-D5, BE 
APPROVED. 


Dean French advised that both programmes were no-cost proposals in the 
sense that each involved existing courses; that the proposals have been 
approved by the Board of Graduate Studies; and that both proposals were 
supported by the Reports from UCCC, (document US-83-8-D6), and 
SCAD, (document US-83-8-D7). 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from UCCC (document 
US-83-8-D6), on the new Graduate programme proposals. 


In response to a concern expressed over the physical resources required in 
the Diploma programme in Computer-Assisted Learning, particularly with 
respect to the costs associated with the 15 micro-computers which were 
required, and the space associated with that, Senate was advised that there 
were a number of microcomputers already available for the 
computer-assisted learning courses which have been offered for some time 
in the Educational Technology programme. However, it was argued that the 
programme could not be offered to a large number of students because of 
the small number of micro-computers presently available. It was further 
stated that it has been possible to begin to offer a lot of the courses on a 
larger scale basis, outside the University, by using computer facilities 
available in the schools. Also, while the University could continue to make 
use of outside computer facilities, it was argued that it was in Concordia's 
long term interest to have a micro-computer laboratory and consequently, 
when the proposal was presented to SCAD, it included a request for a 
micro-computer laboratory, which could also be used by the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, and by many of the departments in 
Social and Natural Sciences in the Faculty of Arts and Science. That is, if a 
micro-computer laboratory was set up, it would be understood that it would 
be for everyone's use and not just for the proposed Diploma programme in 
Computer-Assisted Learning. 


In response to a question concerning the proposed Master of Engineering 
(Mechanical) - Aeronautical Option, Senate was advised that the programme 
was a course oriented option as opposed to a thesis track option, i.e., there 
was no research associated with the programme and consequently research 
space was not required. It was also stated that another reason why there 
were no resource implications for the proposed programme, was that the 
aero industry in the Montreal area was interested in ensuring that graduating 
students received this kind of training and were therefore prepared to 
support and assist the programme. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that it might be appropriate to devote a little time to 
the general question of computer facilities at Concordia, which was a 
subject that would also arise under Agenda Item VII, c), -Report of the 
Computer Science Sub-Committee concerning Computer Literacy. He stated 


that the fact was that the University was now approaching one of those 
points in time where the existing computer facilities were becoming 
woefully inadequate for the various tasks that were being put forward, and 
even for the relatively modest ones; 1.e., this was one of the major 
budgetary issues that the University was facing, because of some of these 
new proposals now before Senate, but also because of many existing 
programmes which have facilities which are inadequate in this particular 
area. He felt that Senate should be aware that what was involved in all of 
these things put together, was a major financial question. He agreed that, as 
had already been stated, it would be possible to offer the Diploma in 
Computer-Assisted Learning programme in a very limited way by using the 
facilities available in the schools, etc., but to offer the programme in a really 
appropriate way, would require the introduction of the proposed equipment 
into the University. The same thing could be said about other already 
existing programmes, i.e., that they were being offered in a very limited 
way, or in ways that risk becoming rapidly outdated, unless the University 
both updates and expands its computer equipment at all levels of such 
equipment, from microcomputers to various matters concerning the 
main-frame. He felt that it was essential that that point be recognized by 
Senate in this discussion, so that there would not be the impression that 
somehow we could keep adding computer related activities indefinitely, to 
the University, without facing up to the financial problem. The obverse to 
that was the question as to what kind of a University would we have in 5 or 
10 years, if we decline to add computer related activities, particularly in a 
world that was going rapidly in that direction. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from SCAD, (document 
US-83-8-D7), concerning the new Graduate programme proposals. With 
respect to the Diploma in Computer-Assisted Learning programme, he 
advised that there was an initial concern on the part of some members of the 
Committee, that the requested 15 micro-computers might in fact end up 
being tucked away in some room or other and would be available only to the 
people in the programme. From what has already been said, that was not the 
intention, and moreover, this obviously does, in fact, form part of some 
kind of overall planning as to how hardware installations are to be organized 
for the use of the University, which would be discussed again under 
Agenda Item VII, c), - Report of the Computer Science Sub-Committee. He 
drew Senate's attention to the recommendation on page 2 of the SCAD 
Report, that the programme be approved, "on the understanding that 
equipment acquired will be considered as part of the general University 
hardware resources He also stated that the Committee did not consider for 
one moment that the 15 micro-computers could solve the problems of the 
University, but rather there was a feeling that areas were being starved, 
whereas one particular area was being "spoiled". Insofar as the immediate 
situation was concerned, he advised that the Department had stated that there 
was a good possibility that a lot of the hardware needs for the programme, 
could be met off campus, due to the fact that those who would be taking the 
programme were teachers and the hardware itself was available in the 
schools, and was probably already being used by people in the existing 
programme. He reiterated that there was an initial concern on the part of 
some members of the Committee, but it was felt that, on the assumption that 


there would be a wider consideration of the whole matter of computer 
equipment and also the possibility of using the facilities in the schools for 
this particular programme, it may turn out to be less of a cost item than 
immediately might appear to be the case. 


During continued discussion on the Diploma programme in 
Computer-Assisted Learning, concerns were voiced over the resource 
implications of the proposal; the 1983-84 implementation date; the overall 
need to update available computer facilities for students in all programmes in 
the University; and over what was termed a "piecemeal" approach to the 
whole problem of current and future computer needs of the University. 


In response to a question as to what thought has been given to the 
development of computer facilities within the University, in both the short 
and medium range, Mr. Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and 
Finance, advised that the need in this area has, in fact, been recognized for 
the past several years. He explained that at the moment the Computer Centre 
has estimated that in order to go through next year, something in the range 
of 500 thousand to | million dollars will be needed. He agreed that the 
request for 15 micro-computers which would cost approximately 45 
thousand dollars, was not large, but at the same time he pointed out that at 
this stage it was being proposed that the main-frame be increased, that the 
number of terminals be increased, that a machine be put in to handle some 
of the introductory courses, and that more micro-computers be put in for 
computer literacy, the CAL programme, etc., across the University. He 
further stated that the Computer Centre plans, which he has looked at, were 
good, although there were some concerns over software, for example, and 
also over the fact that there was some evidence that micro-computers may or 
may not stand up well, either through misuse, using "floppy discs" as 
opposed to "hard-discs", etc., and technical questions in general which the 
Centre has been dealing with. He stated without reservation, that the 
Computer Centre people, by and large, were really on top of the problems; 
they were well aware of the demands; that the only limitation was the 
amount of money that they would be able to get their hands on, and that 
they would improve the computer facilities in proportion to the money that 
was available to them. Again he stated that the feeling of the Computer 
Centre people was that they would be able to get by for next year, with 
about 500 thousand dollars, on the assumption that that amount of money 
would be ongoing, i.e., that it would not be just a one shot deal. With 
respect to the Government's intention to provide microcomputers to 
educational institutions throughout the Province, he advised that of the 4000 
machines being promised to the universities, Concordia, if it gets its share, 
should receive somewhere between 400 and 1000 micro-computers. 
However, he expressed concern over the fact that these might in fact turn 
out to be the $99.95 models, as opposed to a more expensive model such as 
the IBM-PC, or that the machines will be limited to a Quebec based 
manufacturer, etc. However, there was no doubt that Concordia would 
receive something from the Government, even though he tended to be 
somewhat cynical about that, because of his own experience in past dealings 
with the Government. In addition he stated that at the moment there were 
over 200 micro-computers in the University, some of which were locked up 


in various offices, etc.; that the number of micro-computers presently in the 
University was not small and the numbers were steadily increasing; that the 
general resources in the University, insofar as micro-computers was 
concerned, were growing; that there was a problem concerning the use of 
those computers, particularly with respect to access or controlled access; 
that he has discussed these problems with the Library, the Audio-Visual 
Department, the Computer Centre, and consideration was being given to the 
possibility of setting up some of the machines in a language laboratory type 
situation, for scheduling purposes, and placing others in more dedicated 
rooms, etc; and that there have been discussions on the question of space, 
debates have taken place between the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science and the Computer Centre over use of space on the 9th Floor in the 
Hall Building, and it might well turn out that the University would have to 
look for rented space outside the Hall Building.- etc. 


In response to a question concerning the money that the Computer Centre 
would need for next year, Mr. Martin advised that at the moment he was 
looking at a 5 million dollar deficit for next year, to which must be added 
any commitments which have been made, such as the 500 thousand dollars 
mentioned earlier. 


During continued discussion it was stated that while negotiations have been 
undertaken, there really has not been extensive consultation between the 
Computer Centre and the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, in 
terms of determining the kinds of equipment and software which would best 
meet the needs of the courses which the Faculty offers for its own students 
and for students in other Faculties. 


In response to a question concerning space needs, Mr. Martin stated that as 
everyone was well aware, the Hall Building was already full, and one 
possible option would be to put all the terminals and computer equipment in 
another location perhaps a block away; that he considered the question of 
space to be a relatively minor one, in the sense that space would have to be 
found for whatever we do; and that ideally the Centre would like to be able 
to use existing space on the 9th floor, but if the space was not there, it 
would have to be found somewhere else. He also stated that there have been 
various attempts at consultation between the Computer Centre and the 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science and various involvements at 
various levels; that it was a give and take situation; that the Centre has in 
fact, over a long period of time, discussed alternatives with various people, 
that he was confident that the Computer Centre did in fact know what it was 
proposing; and that in terms of timing, it was vital that the decisions be 
taken now, if the September deadline was going to be met. 


It was argued that there was a knowledge based in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, with respect to computers, in terms of 
software, hardware, and formware; that the Faculty feels that it can 
contribute to the development, in this Institution, in this area, particularly 
since it had the backup in terms of that knowledge; that before we find out 
what machines were going to be put in and for what purpose, we should 
look at the courses that were being offered to determine what kind of 
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machines were needed for academic purposes in the different units in the 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science; and that while it was true 
that there were a lot of micro-computers in the University, most of those 
machines have been bought with research money and were being used by 
professors for research purposes, and to say that those 200 
micro-computers could be put on the mezzanine in the Hall Building for use 
by undergraduate students, was not as all an acceptable argument. 


Other concerns were voiced over the question of a centralized versus 
decentralized approach to computer facilities; a possible monopoly on access 
to computer equipment by the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science, with the Faculties of Arts and Science and Commerce and 
Administration being neglected; and the need to produce an inventory of the 
number and types of computer equipment presently available, and to which 
Faculties and departments in the University. 


It was argued that while parts of this discussion were interesting and 
informative, and some of the matters which have been raised were worth 
raising, nonetheless they were more directly related to Agenda Item VII, c), 
than to the motion now on the floor. 


In response to a question concerning the intent of the motion vis-a-vis the 
proposed micro-computers, Dr. O'Brien explained that the need and 
desirability to have the 15 micro-processors has been identified; that it has 
also been clearly stated that the proposed programme, if necessary, could be 
run without those machines, by using outside school facilities, etc; and that 
technically speaking, passing the motion was not a commitment to buy 15 
micro-processors. However, apart from the motion itself, he stated that he 
hoped that it was clearly evident that there was a massive question around 
computing facilities in general, that has to be resolved in the near future. He 
reiterated that the narrow answer to the question was the passing the motion 
was not a budget commitment to provide 15 microprocessors, nor a 
decision to organize their availability, if bought, in a particular way. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 

In response to a request to add an additional item to the Agenda, concerning 
a University Writing Test for graduate students, it was suggested that it 
would be more appropriate to have the matter considered first by the Board 
of Graduate Studies, before it is brought to Senate. 


Undergraduate Programme Proposals 


Arts and Science 


Prof. Drysdale presented and explained the curriculum change proposals in 
the Faculty of Arts and Science, as outlined in documents US-83-8-D8 and 
US-83-8-D9. 
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With respect to the UCCC Report, (document US-83-8-D6),Prof. Whitelaw 
advised that the Committee has recommended that the proposed curriculum 
changes in Arts and Science be approved. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY DR. 
SINGER, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGE PROPOSALS IN THE 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENTS US-83-8-D8 
AND US-83-8-D9), BE APPROVED. 


The ensuing discussion centered on the proposed new Major in Recreation 
and Leisure Studies as a replacement for the existing Double Major in 
Recreation and Leisure Studies and either Psychology or Sociology. 


Concerning a number of questions which were raised relating to programme 
details of the proposed Major in Recreation and Leisure Studies, Prof. 
Whitelaw explained that in approving the curriculum changes now before 
Senate, Senate was not being asked to approve every single part of the 
content of the proposed programmes at this time and the actual programme 
details would come forward with the rest of the curriculum changes in the 
Fall. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
Fine Arts 


Dean Emery presented the curriculum change proposals in the Faculty of 
Fine Arts. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGE PROPOSALS IN 
FINE ARTS, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED TITLE CHANGES OF 
THE SPECIALIZATION IN STUDIO MUSIC AND THE MAJOR IN 
DRAMA, TO SPECIALIZATION IN JAZZ STUDIES AND MAJOR IN 
THEATRE,RESPECTIVELY, (DOCUMENTS US-83-8-DIO AND 
ADDENDUM TO US-83-8-D6), BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from UCCC on the 
proposed curriculum changes in Fine Arts, (document US-83-8-D6 and 
addendum). 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Report of the Computer Science Sub-Committee concerning Computer 
Literacy 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report of the Computer Science 
Sub-Committee concerning Computer Literacy, (document US-83-8-D11), 
and the UCCC comments appended thereto. He particularly drew Senate's 
attention to the Sub-Committee's conclusion under section H.3., page 8, 
document US-83-8-DIl, that the needs for instruction designed to provide 
computer literacy are best met by three-credit courses and to the specific 


definition of such courses as spelled out in items 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4; the 
Sub-Committee's suggestion in item H.5., that a course should be created 
in the Faculty of Arts and Science, which would be designed to provide 
computer literacy for students in that Faculty; the resource implications 
outlined on pages 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14, in the Report, which, he 
emphasized, was implicitly intended to be illustrative rather than complete or 
exhaustive; and the Recommendations contained in section J, pages 14 and 
15, document US-83-8-DIL. 


The feeling was expressed that the Computer Science Sub-Committee 
Report was not just another compliment to Professor Whitelaw's usual high 
level of writing and it was stated, moreover, that despite his having both the 
advantage and disadvantage of knowing nothing about computers, he had 
done a magnificent job in trying to gather together the opinions of all and 
sundry. It was also stated that computer literacy was a problem in the 
University; that it was becoming more and more evident that disciplines in 
the University which heretofore one would never have attempted to 
associate with computers, were now beginning to move into that area, e.g., 
the proposal from the History Department to introduce a course entitled 
"Quantitative Approaches to History", which was essentially a computer 
literacy course for historians; that such proposals were beginning to appear 
at an alarming rate and the University has to decide on what kind of an 
approach it was going to take; that Computer Science C211, which has been 
a half hearted attempt by the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science 
to meet the computer literacy needs of students in the University, fails to do 
so as evidenced by the enormous dropout rate of students in that course; that 
one supports the notion that there was no single course in computer literacy 
which one could offer which would meet the needs 6f all students in the 
University, i.e., it was obvious that someone who was going to become an 
engineer requires a totally different approach for introduction to computers 
than that which would be needed for an individual taking a major in 
Religious Studies; that one fully supported the idea of developing a number 
of courses to meet the various computer literacy needs, as stressed in the 
Computer Science Sub-Committee Report; that the best person to teach 
computer literacy to historians was not necessarily a computer scientist, i.e., 
the person would have to be literate with respect to the subject of 
computers, but he or she should also have a general appreciation of the 
disciplines associated with the course; and that very careful attention was 
going to have to be given to the training of individuals to teach computer 
literacy. 


It was argued that one of the basic problems with respect to Computer 
Science C211, was that the course description was inadequate and very 
misleading and it was suggested that at the very least, the description should 
be changed to reflect the actual course content. 


The feeling was expressed that the best part of the Report was the 
recommendation for immediate implementation, (Recommendation J.1., 
page 14, document US-83-8-DIl), particularly in light of the fact that it took 
ten years to establish a requirement for literacy in writing and it was hoped 
that that would not turn out to be the case with respect to computer literacy. 


At the same time, it was stated that one was not sure what kind of a motion 
would be appropriate, i.e., it was wondered whether it would be 
appropriate for Senate to approve the document and refer it to the various 
Faculty curriculum bodies for immediate implementation. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the kind of motion suggested above was certainly a 
possibility, since obviously Senate could not create the course on the spot 
because there wasn't a specific curriculum proposal which could be dealt 
with. He further advised that the key recommendation was really one which 
would have to be referred to the Faculty of Arts and Science, with Senate 
support, to get the work done on such a course with the intent of trying to 
implement it by January, 1984, (Recommendation J.1., page 14, document 
US-83-8-DI). 


During continued discussion it was stated that while one was very 
enthusiastic about some of the Recommendations contained in the Report, 
one had difficulty in proceeding with the Report because of a feeling that we 
were operating in some sort of a fiscal vacuum. That is, the Report was full 
of budgetary implications, which Senate may very well be prepared to 
accept; but there were budgetary resource implications in the Graduate 
proposal for a Diploma programme in Computer Assisted-Learning, which 
was discussed earlier by Senate, and Senate would be discussing another 
item later in the meeting, concerning the Library Acquisitions Budget, and it 
was wondered whether Senate could really proceed without some sort of 
clarification from the Chair, about where this was all going. It was also 
stated that one could recall similar discussions, e.g., Competence in Written 
Expression, where we seemed to think we have resolved everything, only 
to come back to the point where we still have to resolve where our priorities 
lie; that there was the potential at today's meeting, to establish three new 
highest priority areas, while presumably at the same time still maintaining 
our highest priority commitment to competence in written expression; and it 
was wondered where all of this was going. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien stated that the Diploma programme in 
Computer-Assisted Learning which was passed earlier, could in fact be 
regarded as marginal in the sense that the programme could be offered in the 
schools without additional resources, even though that would be the 
undesirable way of doing it. However, the same thing could not be said 
with respect to what was being proposed in the Report now before Senate, 
where, in fact, substantial amounts of money were involved. He further 
stated that on another level, Senate's discussion around the written 
expression matter, difficult as it might have been insofar as the budgetary 
aspect of it was concerned, was relatively simple in comparison to what 
Senate was confronted with today. That is, in the case of written 
expression, it was a matter of approving one highest priority item with price 
tags which were running in the 100 thousand dollar range; whereas what 
Senate was now talking about was an item which, in itself, did not run in 
the 500 thousand dollar range, but was a significant part of the whole 
package, 1.e., computer literacy, computer courses, availability of computer 
equipment, etc., which would in fact cost 500 thousand dollars and up per 
year from this time forward, and the decision which was really before 


Senate, was whether it was a high priority matter to go in that direction. In 
addition he stated that whether through sheer coincidence or through the 
forethought of BGS and the Library Committee, Senate has the opportunity, 
on the same agenda at the same meeting, to have a second potential high 
priority item with the same kind of potential price tags attached to it, 1.e., the 
motion concerning the Library acquisitions budget, (Agenda item X.a)). He 
pointed out that in fact, Senate has had three highest priority items, 1.e., 
written expression, computer literacy, and maintaining our Library 
collections in much better shape, which taken together, add up to well over 
1 million dollars per annum indefinitely into the future and he stated that he 
would indeed be very interested to know which of those highest priority 
items has the highest priority in the mind of Senate. He advised that up to 
this point we have not had a financial crisis, i.e., one way or another the 
annual financial crisis, thanks to a little extra Government money and some 
cheese paring around the corners, has been avoided. He emphasized, 
however, that the University was facing three more years of cut-backs as 
formally announced by the Government and whether that would then be 
followed by three more years, was something that we would learn in due 
course; and that we were already pretty well cut back to the bare bones in 
most areas, thanks to the cheese paring that we have already done over a 
number of years. One thing that might take the heat off this situation, was 
the often announced but as yet unachieved new Government formula for the 
redistribution of monies amongst the universities. He further stated that the 
University still firmly believed that that formula, or any formula for that 
matter, would benefit Concordia; and that the formula was seriously being 
worked on in Quebec, i.e., the Government has certainly not lost its intent 
to move in that direction. He cautioned however that there were many 
resistances to that happening and no one could say with certainty that that 
would happen or that it would have any impact for 1983/84, with the odds 
at best being 50/50 that it would have any impact for 1983/84. 
Consequently, on the one hand we may move into a situation, over the next 
two or three years, where we will never have any real leeway, but where, 
thanks to some improvements in the funding formula, we may be able to 
introduce some new things without having to absolutely decimate other 
parts of our operations; on the other hand, we may be faced with very tough 
times indeed, 1.e., we may be looking for cut-backs in general operations 
just to keep our deficit from soaring out of sight, which would mean that if 
we wanted to take new initiatives that cost an extra 12 million dollars, we 
would have to be cutting even more stringently into other existing 
operations and indeed we may not even be able to afford to simultaneously 
develop written expression, computer literacy, and maintain library 
collections. He stressed that absolutely nobody could say with certain 
knowledge, which of the two above scenarios we will be faced with 
because we do not know when, or even whether, a new formula for 
redistributing Government grants will take place and therefore the question 
which Senate, and the University as a whole, was faced with, was whether 
to move ahead in these areas regardless and if we ultimately face a true 
crisis, it will be faced as a crisis when it happens; or whether to cautiously 
remain with the status quo, because we cannot see with any clarity, where 
the money is going to come from. This again was simply the classic 
situation that the University has been in the past and will continue to be in 


the future. He stated that while it might be desirable, he did not think that it 
was realistic to expect Senate to come up with some kind of detailed 
statement that if we do this, then that is what we will cut out. However, he 
felt that it was realistic for Senate to realize that if we go ahead with 
computer literacy for example, we may manage to scrape by without having 
to wield the financial axe too wildly elsewhere, as we have so often 
managed to do in the past, but it was also realistic to fear that sooner or later 
that that will happen. Consequently, he suggested that the kind of priority 
question that was really before Senate was whether or not computer literacy 
was so important to our future as a University that we really must take that 
risk, i.e., that we simply cannot have a university without something being 
done in the area of computer literacy over the next 5 or 10 years and that we 
were therefore prepared to take the risk of the axe falling somewhere else. 
He finally stated that he was unable to provide any answers that go much 
beyond what he has already said; that admittedly it wasn't an answer that 
makes it simple for Senate to make this kind of decision; and that Senate 
could either say that this was of very high importance indeed, so we had 
better go ahead with it, or that we can get by without this for another couple 
of years, so, as prudent decision makers for the University, we had better 
put it off for as long as we absolutely can and we can put it off for another 
couple of years. 


In response to a question as to what might happen should Senate decide to 
simply approve the Report from the Computer Science Sub-Committee and 
the motion concerning the Library acquisition budget, without making any 
comments vis-a-vis priorities, Dr. O'Brien stated that he did not imagine 
that competence in written expression, which, with a 100 thousand dollar 
price tag attached was the least costly of the three priority items, would be 
halted at this late date. Insofar as the other two priority items were 
concerned, he suggested that either Senate could make some kind of value 
judgement which will allow these things to be slotted into the University is 
priorities, or it could end up with University administrators making the 
decisions as to whether the money can be found, 1.e., how large a deficit 
can be risked for 1983/84 or 1984/85. He advised also that there have been 
some discussions about this within the administration and that it might be 
fair to say that it was the opinion of the Rector, and the Vice-Rectors, that in 
one form or another, the whole question of our computer facilities, 
including the matter of computer literacy, was something that now had to be 
wrestled with, that it could not safely be put off for another two or three 
years, and that therefore we were going to have to try, in the budget 
context, to do many of these things. He added that the administrators were 
certainly not committed to that opinion and if that was not the opinion of 
Senate, the administration, with a sigh of relief, could very easily draw back 
from that attitude at the present time. 


During continued discussion it was argued that Senate should express 
support for computer literacy and the Library acquisitions budget as high 
priority items, which would mean in effect that Senate would then have 
expressed support for three costly items; that Senators, either individually or 
collectively should rank these three high priority items; that while one would 
have considerable difficulty in ranking between computer literacy and the 


Library acquisitions, which were both essential to the future of the 
University, one would have no difficulty in ranking competence in written 
expression, which was the least costly of the items, third, because if we 
could not afford all three priority items, we should leave one that should be 
done in the CEGEP's, high schools, homes, etc., and we should 
concentrate on doing those things that, as a University, we alone can do; 
that the computer literacy course, as described in section H.3., page 8, 
document US-83-8-DIll, was not a university level course, i.e., there were 
high school courses presently being offered that were much more advanced 
than what was being proposed in the Report; that one of the reasons for the 
high student drop-out rate in the introductory courses in Quantitative 
Methods and Computer Science, was that by the end of term, students had 
to resort to bringing in sleeping bags to the ninth floor of the Hall Building 
in order to guarantee themselves access to computer terminals; and that the 
money that could be saved by not approving the proposed new computer 
literacy courses, should be used to upgrade computer facilities for courses 
that were already being offered in the University. 


In response to a question as to whether or not the University would be 
allowed to offset some of the costs of implementing what was being 
proposed in the Report, by introducing a student user fee, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that the technical answer was that it would depend on how it was 
set up, 1.e., if something was set up that looked like a tuition fee, it would 
not be allowed and would be self defeating. However, the University was 
allowed to introduce user fees, etc., and through variations of that theme, 
one could go a certain way in that direction, which would generate some 
further revenues. He also explained that the reason that that has not been 
done on any large scale, was because of the position which has tended to 
emerge that we should not institute, in effect, a variety of hidden fees on the 
students, which the students themselves have been strongly vocally 
opposed to in one context or another at Senate. He repeated that technically 
speaking, there were, within limits, some things that could be done in that 
direction. 


It was stated that there were certain aspects of the proposed computer 
literacy course, (item H.3., page 8, document US-83-8-DIl), which should 
be taught at the CEGEP, high school, and elementary school levels, and in 
fact, this was already being done, i.e., teaching computer basics was getting 
pretty routine and once computers have been installed in the schools, it was 
most likely that basics would be the first thing that would be taught and also 
how to do some programming. However, other aspects, such as dealing 
with the social significance of the computer evolution that we were now 
going through, posed legitimate questions for a university to ask and for the 
Faculty of Arts and Science in particular, to deal with In addition, it was 
argued that over the next ten years there would be a transitional student 
population that has not had basic computer courses at the elementary or high 
school level and there was also our traditional part-time student population, 
which we have always serviced, which may not have access to this kind of 
instruction for a very long time into the future. At the same time, it was 
stated that one was particularly concerned with the fact that this proposal has 
not been debated at the Arts and Science Faculty Council, i.e., there has 


really been no feed-back from that Council as to whether or not they want to 
get involved with this type of course, whether this was the kind of course 
that they want, or as to how they perceive doing it; and that one was not 
sure whether we were talking about computer literacy for all students, or 
simply a possibility for a certain number of students to take a particular 
course every year. Finally, it was stated that, with respect to language 
literacy, we did not force a particular position down the throats of any 
Faculty and it was wondered whether there was going to be any input from 
the Faculty of Arts and Science-c6ncerning computer literacy, it being 
argued , that if the proposal was adopted as written, it would, in effect, be 
putting the Faculty of Arts and Science in the position of having to establish 
the proposed course without any input into the discussion. It was suggested 
that if the proposal was going to be sent back to the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council for input, before we reach a decision, it should be tabled 
now and Faculty Council could deal with it in the Fall; 1.e., it should be 
tabled now, to avoid the necessity of having to go through this whole 
discussion all over again in the Fall, because of the annual turnover of 
Senate memberships at that time. 


Responding to the above, Dr. O'Brien advised that there was as yet no 
motion on the floor and therefore it was entirely open to Senate as to what 
disposition of the Report it might wish to make. Senate could, for example, 
endorse the Report in principle and highly recommend to the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council that the proposal concerning the establishment of a 
three credit course as described in section H.3., page 8, document 
US-83-8-DIl, be followed out, which would put substantial pressure on the 
Council, even though it could be argued that they would not be ultimately 
absolutely bound to do so. Alternately, Senate could receive the Report at 
this time and refer it in particular to the Arts and Science Faculty Council, 
but also to the other Councils, and take up the debate somewhat later, 
which, he noted, would not make it too likely that a course would be started 
in January, 1984, as recommended in the Report. 


It was suggested that it might be in order for Senate to adopt a motion to 
receive the Report and refer it to Faculty Councils for feedback. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the effect of adopting the motion suggested above, 
would be to postpone continuing the debate and he would like to get some 
reaction from Senators on that. 


It was staged that one could see the wisdom of the suggested motion but at 
the same time it was wondered whether its adoption would really change the 
priority setting exercise that Senators have been talking about, 1.e., one still 
had difficulty in understanding how we were going to decide, for example, 
whether Senate was going to support the Library resolution, which was still 
to be discussed. Furthermore, it was wondered whether postponing, the 
adoption of the Report from the Computer Science Sub-Committee until 
September also meant that we were going to postpone the decision on the 
Library resolution to September as well, or were we going to assume that 
the Library issue was going to be dealt with now and that the issue of 
computer literacy would sort of go away for six months? 


Dr. O'Brien stated that what was involved in the Report, (document 
US-83-8-D11), was clearly only one part of the half to one million dollar 
expenditure which the Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, referred to 
earlier and that a large part of that problem remains in any case and would 
have to be dealt with by next September, since there were on-going courses 
and programmes that were foundering because the computer facilities were 
not available. He suggested that if Senate was really inclined, on the 
question of courses, to refer the Report to Faculty Councils, the motion 
should be made and voted on relatively quickly, which, if it was passed, 
would be done and if it wasn't passed, the debate would resume. However, 
he further suggested that if the motion to refer was passed, Senate should 
move immediately to item X on the Agenda - University Libraries, since the 
relationship between the two items has become so close, that it would be 
better to proceed with that discussion immediately rather than to have two 
other items in between. In that context, Senate should be prepared to 
consider the debate in a fairly broad sense, not only about Libraries, but 
also about the relative priorities of Libraries, computers, etc., and on these 
various resource matters. 


During continued discussion on the question of referring the Report to 
Faculty Councils, it was stated that what the Report was saying in effect 
was that while we do not know exactly what computer literacy is, there 
should nonetheless be the possibility of students having access to some kind 
of experience, whether or not that experience is worth university credits; 
that there was no intention at all that the proposed course should be a 
graduation requirement; that there was no direct relationship between what 
was being proposed and the policy adopted earlier by Senate concerning 
competence and written expression, i.e., it was not intended at all that the 
course proposed in section H.3., page 8, document US-83-8-DIll, should in 
any way be a required course; that the whole Report was really an indication 
that if the University wanted to do this, this is how it can be done and this 
was the kind of path for doing it for a given number of people in the way 
that the Sub-Committee was suggesting; that it was most important that if 
the Report was going to be referred to Faculty Councils, it should not be 
presented as something that Senate wanted to ram down the throats of 
Faculty Councils, but rather as a response to the indications from all 
Faculties that in one way or another the needs were not being met, not 
simply in terms of hardware, etc., but in terms of the kinds of courses being 
offered, and that this was really a question as to whether or not this was the 
response that should be given to those people who wish to get a basic 
knowledge of computers. 


In support of referring the Report to Faculty Councils, it was stated that the 
feeling of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration was that computer 
literacy was the highest of the high priority items and that it was an issue 
that needed to be discussed by Councils as soon as possible; that one would 
therefore support the idea of sending the whole issue back to Faculty 
Councils for clarification, which may not be the same clarification for every 
Council, i.e., that we should table the matter now and consider it again in 
September or October; and that there was another advantage in tabling the 


issue until the Fall, in that after the University Writing Tests have been 
given in September, we would have a much clearer idea as to how much the 
UWT was actually going to cost the University. 


It was argued that the issue of computer literacy has already been discussed 
and argued at all Councils; that referring it back to Faculty Councils would 
mean that the proposed computer course might not be able to be 
implemented by January 1984; that everyone so far in the discussion has 
expressed the feeling that computer literacy was a high priority issue; that in 
passing a motion to refer this back to Faculty Councils, Senate would really 
be taking the easy way out, in that the University would not have to spend 
money now on the proposal because it could not be implemented in 
1983/84, i.e., Senate would simply be moving the resource implication 
decisions to another year; and that the Arts and Science Faculty Council in 
particular, should not really be worried about this, since what was being 
proposed was not a pre-requisite course. 


It was suggested that if the Report was going to be referred to Faculty 
Councils, the motion should include a response deadline date of October, 
1983, otherwise the item may continue to sit on Council Agendas and not be 
acted upon for a long period of time, i.e., it might not come back to Senate 
until next May or June. 


It was also suggested that perhaps the Report should be referred to the 
Concordia Council on Student Life, it being argued that one of the issues 
being raised was the question of "hands-on" experience with a 
micro-computer, which was really a part of a student service that should be 
considered, since, as students in the high schools, etc., become more 
literate and more familiar with computers, it would not remain a perpetual 
problem for the University. 


It was stated that one did not see how CCSL, given the budgetary situation, 
could possible handle what was being suggested above, unless, of course, 
Senate was prepared to recommend that extra funding be provided to 
CCSL. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT SENATE RECEIVE THE REPORT FROM THE 
COMPUTER SCIENCE SUB-COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-83-8-DI) 
AND REFER IT TO FACULTY COUNCILS AND CCSL, FOR 
CONSIDERATION AND REPORT TO SENATE IN OCTOBER, 1983. 


Dean Swamy stated that he supported the above motion, because it would 
give the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council an opportunity 
to discuss the question as to what computing facilities are really needed for 
running the programmes already in existence, particularly with a view to 
ensuring that the Faculty would not be putting computer scientists on the 
market, who were not using the latest micro-computers and 
microprocessors, but rather who ought to be using the latest equipment as 
opposed to fifteen year old machines. He further stated that, in fact, the 
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Faculty has already set up a committee which was looking into what was 
needed for the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


University Libraries 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that although this item was divided into two parts on 
the Agenda, it was really one and the same question and could be dealt with 
as a single item. Consequently, he intended first to ask Dean French to 
speak to the BGS motion concerning the Library Acquisitions Budget, 
(document US-83-8-D14), following which, he would ask Dr. Chalk, 
Chairman, Senate Library Committee, to present the single page document 
entitled "The Erosion of Library Funds to Purchase Books and Journals", 
(document US-83-8-D16). 


Dean French, in presenting the BGS resolution concerning the Library, 
explained that over the last three or four years, in evaluating existing 
Graduate programmes, BGS has found that the Library holdings in support 
of Graduate programmes were beginning to border on "inadequate", as 
opposed to being "satisfactory" or "adequate" as was normally the case 5 
years ago, primarily because of the increased cost of books and the fact that 
the Library budget has not been increased. It was for that reason that BGS 
unanimously passed the motion in document US-83-8-D14 which was now 
before Senate. 


In addressing Senate, Dr. Chalk, Chairman of the Senate Library 
Committee, expressed the opinion that the Chairman of Senate, in his earlier 
comments, was really asking the members of Senate to consider whether 
they were willing to take on the risks that go with the endorsement and 
support which the University's educational mission requires for minimum 
sustenance. In other words, to what extent did members believe that we can 
retain our capability, legitimacy, and viability as a University if we do not 
support the three top priority programmes that have been talked about this 
morning, i.e., writing literacy, computer literacy, and maintaining the 
Library collection in a manner that accords with our minimum needs? He 
stated that he personally felt that it was important to do all of these three 
things and that he did not wish to present the report on the Library in a 
context that would suggest that some of the other items should be excluded 
for Senate's endorsement and whole support. Furthermore, as a faculty 
member who realized that ultimately what was being talked about was the 
possible bankruptcy of the University, i.e., his job, nonetheless he fully 
supported taking the risks that accompany endorsing these three measures. 
He outlined the history of the allocation of funds for the purchase of books 
and journals at Concordia, which he described as having been accorded the 
highest priority by the Administration of this University, over the past 10 to 
15 years, within the means available to it, in a manner that deserved 
everyone's applause. He explained the current situation and the reasons for 
the erosion of Library funds, over the past number of years, to purchase 
books and journals, as demonstrated in Tables 1 and 2, in document 
US-83-8-D16. He advised that the Library Committee believes that the 


complaints and the cries for help which it has been receiving from almost 
every department and programme in the University, and which were largely 
explained by the tremendous inflation in the costs of Library acquisitions, 
were fully justified. The Committee has received resolutions from BGS, the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council, and the Faculties of Fine Arts and 
Commerce and Administration, calling on the University to substantially 
improve funding for Library acquisitions. He stated that while there was a 
substantial increase in the Library acquisitions budget in 1975/76, the 
problem since that time has been the tremendous inflation in the cost and 
value of Library materials and he was asking Senate to endorse this as a 
priority that would lead to the allocation of close to one half million dollars 
to the Library acquisitions fund, beginning next year. Finally, he stated that 
information has been received from A* UCC, indicating that the acquisitions 
budgets for Library materials in most of the universities in Canada, have 
decreased by about 50% in their purchasing power; that what he has been 
reporting to Senate today was that we were worse off than those other 
institutions, 1.e., we have gone down much more than the 50% decrease 
experienced by other institutions; and that we were falling behind our sister 
institutions, which were using public funds in ways that recognize this 
need, in spite of all of the compression that has taken place, and that he 
honestly felt that in order for Concordia to maintain its own credibility, it 
must do the same. 


It was stated that Senators had spent the entire year discussing the mission 
of the University, in the hope that that would lead us to the point of setting 
priorities and it was noted that we had now reached that point. Senate was 
also advised that while the issue now before Senate had been inserted on the 
agenda of the last meeting of the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty 
Council, the item had not been reached because the entire meeting had been 
devoted to discussion of the desperate situation which the Faculty was 
facing vis-a-vis computers, and the total lack of computing facilities in the 
University. It was also stated that the Senate Library Committee has as yet 
received no reaction from the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science 
to the question of the Library acquisitions budget, although the Faculty has, 
on a number of occasions in the past, questioned the formula for allocation 
of Library funds, and has indicated to the Committee the fact that the 
Faculty was underfinanced, etc. Consequently, for the reasons already 
given, it was impossible at this point in time, for Council to come out with a 
recommendation or reaction to the resolution from BGS concerning the 
Library acquisitions budget. Finally, it was stated that given that the Report 
from the Computer Science Sub-Committee was now going to be referred to 
the Faculty Councils, one presumed that in the end each Council was going 
to have to have its own mini priority debate and would be faced with 
precisely the same problem that was now facing Senate, i.e., how to resolve 
the dilemma between our desire to maintain the Library and the absolute 
need for computers. 


During continued discussion it was argued that the present situation in the 
Library was desperate almost to the point of being useless; that the total 
discussion required a much deeper study than what was portrayed in Tables 
1. and 2., in document US-83-8-D16; that perhaps a distinction could be 


made between a research library and an undergraduate students library, and 
that Montreal, as a city, could possible support one research library, but 
probably no more than one, which would be worth its while; that the lack of 
clarity and the lack of reflection in this area, as to what a library now was in 
this modern society, made it extremely difficult to come to a good decision; 
that the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science recognized fully the 
need for a library in the University; that one could not support the BGS 
resolution without having the complete facts, i.e., something more than the 
global picture presented in Tables 1. and 2.~ document US-83-8-D16, 
which demonstrated only that the Library has not received an increase in 
funds; that there were other sectors in the University that also had not 
received increased funding, including the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science, where equipment was the bread and butter of the 
Faculty, but which has not had any increase in the non salary budget for the 
past six years; that as the cost of library materials has increased over the past 
years, so likewise has the cost of engineering equipment increased, except 
perhaps for computer hardware; that moreover, the Faculty had still not 
been able to change its engineering laboratory equipment to comply with the 
new metrification system adopted by the Canadian Government; that one 
would much prefer to have to go to the McGill University Library to read a 
book, than to have to go to McGill to do work in its engineering 
laboratories; that notwithstanding the fact that the formula for allocating 
Library funds to the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science was 
changed last year to take into consideration the research monies which the 
Faculty receives, one was not absolutely sure whether the amount of 
money, which historically has been allotted, was proper to the different 
Faculties, departments and programmes; that insofar as determining the 
priorities of the University was concerned, the Phase II Report was 
extremely important, particularly with respect to determining the priority in 
terms of research, how much money can we afford for journals, etc., etc; 
that it was not simply a question of looking at the figures in Table 1, 
document US-83-8-D16, and saying that there has been no increase in 
Library funding since 1975/76 and therefore Library funding should be 
increased; that if there was going to be an increase in Library funding, a 
very careful look has to be given as to where the money should go; and that 
there should be a motion to refer this Report back to the Faculty Councils 
for discussion and report to Senate. 


It was argued that of the three priorities that were being discussed, the 
question of Library funding was the highest priority; that both competence 
in written expression and the notion of providing computer literacy of one 
sort or another, were things that the University was doing because of the 
feeling that there was a need that was not being met at the previous levels; 
that, on the other hand, the function of the University in society, was to be 
able to support a certain level of research, which research requires books 
and journals; that the figures in Tables 1. and 2., document US-83-8-D 16, 
speak for themselves; that we had an inadequate Library seven years ago; 
that the University's book buying budget was inadequate when it was 
doubled from 600 thousand dollars to 1.2 million dollars; that since, as we 
have been told, the book buying dollar was now worth one quarter of what 
it was in 1976 and given that it was inadequate to begin with, there was 


absolutely no need to refer back to Faculty Councils, the question of 
whether we would like to get to a position in which we were 40 to 50 
percent lower than where we were seven years ago; that the point to be 
made with respect to the Libraries, was that, unlike the computer literacy 
issue, for every year of delay in buying a library book, a certain number of 
books were lost, in that the books that come on the market also disappear 
from the market and the books that we have not bought over the past 7 
years, will not now be available to the University for the same dollars or in 
some cases, for any dollars, i.e., the problems that we were accumulating 
now, would be with us for the next generation; that if we had any faith that 
the University was going to continue for the next generation, the Library 
that we hand on, was one of the most significant legacies that we pass on to 
future generations of Concordia students and faculty; that neglect, or stall 
tactics such as referring this resolution to Faculty Councils for another year 
of debate, were not really the issue; that the issue was that, regardless of 
whether or not the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, as an 
example, thinks that computers were a higher priority than the University 
Library, the University as a whole, has to have a different view of the 
Library, i.e., that the Library was central to the University; and that the 
Library was floundering so badly, that if we delay much longer, we would 
not have to make the kind of decision suggested earlier vis-a-vis the 
distinction between an undergraduate Library and a research Library, 
because we would, by default, be declaring that our Library was an 
undergraduate Library, i.e., we would be saying that we cannot support 
graduate research in this Institution. 


It was argued that students come to the University not only to attend 
classes, but also to study and to perform well in their courses, and if they 
did not have study materials or a Library that could work for the students, 
1.e., that could provide students with the necessary documentation for their 
courses, there would really not be much use for students to come to 
Concordia; that by referring this matter to Faculty Councils, Senate would 
only be delaying this debate until September and delaying any possible 
acquisitions for the Library until such time as a positive decision was made; 
that there was even less reason to refer this item to Faculty Councils than 
there was for the Report on Computer Literacy, since the resolution on the 
Library acquisitions budget had already been debated at Faculty Councils 
and BGS; that it would be ridiculous to raise 25 to 30 million dollars for a 
new Library building, if there was nothing worthwhile by way of Library 
acquisitions to put into the building once completed; and that the five or six 
meetings of Senate which were devoted to discussion of the mission of the 
University, were obviously wasted, because the discussion at this meeting 
indicated that Senators still did not know what the priorities of the 
University were. 


The feeling was expressed that there seemed to be a certain amount of 
misunderstanding as to what was being said by representatives from 
different Faculties concerning the two issues that were being discussed at 
the meeting, i.e., the Faculty of Engineering was not saying that we did not 
need money for the Library, nor was Arts and Science saying that engineers 
did not need money for equipment; rather, what was being said, in effect, 


was that these were both real needs. It was also stated that most of the 
equipment needs come out of the Capital budget, which was separate and 
apart from the Library purchasing budget, which was part of the ongoing 
Operational budget; that a few years ago the University put a lump sum in 
the order of 100 thousand dollars into the Library purchasing budget, and it 
was suggested that perhaps a way around some of the problems that we 
were now confronted with, was to move in that direction again; that what in 
fact was really happening, was not that we would not have a graduate 
Library for doing research, but rather we would not have an undergraduate 
Library, because more and more of the resources were going into journal 
acquisitions.. which, once started must be maintained and kept both for 
senior undergraduate and graduate work, and as a consequence, the 
purchasing of monographs was suffering in most areas; that additional 
money was therefore needed in order to catch up on monograph purchases, 
otherwise we would end up not having the kind of Library that 
undergraduate students needed; and that nothing would really be gained by 
sending this back to the Faculty Councils, since all Councils would 
undoubtedly come back to Senate with a statement that the Library was a 
priority and the University must therefore find the money somewhere. 


It was argued that this matter was not analogous to the decision to refer the 
question of computer literacy to Faculty Councils, because this was a matter 
on which everyone agreed, 1.e., the importance and centrality of books in 
the University; that one could not agree at all with an earlier suggestion 
concerning the use of the McGill Library, which would, in effect, be 
condemning Concordia to a sort of second class subservient status; that we 
really did not need to have a further study or additional figures, since the 
figures provided in Tables 1. and 2., which were quite eloquent in their 
simplicity, graphically illustrated the need for an increase in the Library 
budget; and that this was a matter that could be dealt with now by Senate, 
and there was no need for returning it to the Faculty Councils. 


During continued discussion it was stated that a report had been prepared on 
what was termed an extreme crisis in several Departments in Division III, 
Faculty of Arts and Science, vis-a-vis the Library situation, to the point 
where professors in the Division have approached the Dean concerning 
ways and means of diverting money which might have gone into 
equipment, to journals. It was also argued that there has been an erosion in 
two departments, and possibly in a third, to the extent that if we did not 
increase our commitment to the funding of journals in particular, we ought 
to get out of the business of buying research journals altogether, and that if 
Senate delayed taking definitive action today, we might well be taking that 
decision by default. It was further stated that between 1977 and 1982, 
research funding in Biology and Chemistry, went up from between 200 to 
300 percent; that inflation during the same period, resulted in an increase in 
the cost of Chemistry journals, for example, of about 100 percent; that on 
top of that, the Library funding formula reduced the allocation to this area 
by 25 percent over the same period, representing a 10 thousand dollar loss 
to each department. It was also argued that the Division had twice gone 
through a major exercise of cutting research journals from both Biology and 
Chemistry, to the extent that they have really been cut to the bone; that it 


would be foolish to go through further cuts; that if we were going to 
continue to make cuts year after year, we might just as well give up buying 
research journals altogether and purchase monographs instead; that the 
undergraduate Library situation was rapidly deteriorating; that a choice was 
going to have to be made as to whether we were going to have an 
undergraduate Library or an undergraduate/ research Library, because at the 
present level of funding, it was impossible to have both; that Senate had 
already made a statement of priority vis-a-vis Graduate Studies and 
research, and it would be impossible for the University to stick to that 
priority and at the same time, not do anything about the Library situation; 
and that the Chemistry Department has gone to great lengths to try to 
coordinate its holdings, with other Chemistry departments in Montreal, and 
although-it has not been too successful in its attempts, it none the less did 
have certain areas of strength and the Library ought to reflect, at least 
minimally, those areas. 


Dr. O'Brien noted that there was as yet no motion on the floor. He also 
expressed the feeling that there would now be a strong repetitive element in 
continuing the debate and he suggested that perhaps Senate should attempt 
to move towards formulating what it may wish to say on the Library issue, 
which could then be discussed and voted upon. 


It was suggested that an appropriate motion might be "that Senate expresses 
its concern at the increasing inability of the Library to provide adequate 
support for teaching and research programmes; Senate requests that the 
University significantly increase the allocation to the Library for book and 
journal purchases and index that increase to future rates of inflation in the 
cost of published materials in order to assure the viability of the collection"’. 


During the discussion it was stated that the motion suggested above could 
have been couched in terms of the Mission Statements or alternately, 
Mission Statements 1, 3, and 7, among others, might be given as a 
preamble to the motion; that one would be able to support the suggested 
motion if the last part concerning indexing the increase to the rate of 
inflation, was deleted; and that one would prefer to have a specific figure 
included in the motion, 1.e., the I million dollars mentioned earlier by Dr. 
Chalk, rather than using words such as "significantly" or "substantially" 
which could be open to different interpretations. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BROES, SECONDED BY DEAN FRENCH, 
THAT SENATE EXPRESSES ITS CONCERN AT THE INCREASING 
INABILITY OF THE LIBRARY TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE SUPPORT 
FOR TEACHING AND RESEARCH PROGRAMMES; SENATE 
REQUESTS THAT THE UNIVERSITY SIGNIFICANTLY INCREASE, 
BY 1 MILLION DOLLARS, THE ALLOCATION TO THE LIBRARY 
FOR BOOK AND JOURNAL PURCHASES AND INDEX THAT 
INCREASE TO FUTURE RATES OF INFLATION IN THE COST OF 
PUBLISHED MATERIALS IN ORDER TO ASSURE THE VIABILITY 
OF THE COLLECTION. 


It was argued that Senate did not have any basis on which to make a 
decision on the motion, in that there was no comparison between the 
document on this issue which has been circulated to Senators, and the 
documentation presented concerning computer literacy which included a 
very circumstantial argument, an outline of the policy, cost factors etc., 
which provided Senators with some reality which it could deal with; that the 
Library crisis in Montreal was such that there would be no solution short of 
joining forces, to give McGill, Concordia, and the University of Montreal a 
serious Library which none of them as yet had; that passing this motion, 
would be simply putting a bandaid on a very deep wound, and would only 
make us less liable to do anything serious, rather than having any really 
important effect; that this whole question was one which exists at an 
inter-university level and not at the level at which any individual university 
could handle; and that the motion could not be supported, not because one 
was opposed to having more money for books, but rather that one wanted 
to have a much more serious attack made on the whole Library problem. 


It was stated that one was opposed to including an indexing factor in the 
motion, which would mean a long term commitment in a situation where we 
did not know what our financial or budgetary situation was going to look 
like; but at the same time, a bandaid was needed in order to prevent the 
whole Library from falling apart. The feeling was also expressed that 
moving in the direction of one-shot money, would at least make up some of 
the difficulties which we have experienced over the last few years and 
would provide a breathing space to look at our priorities in general and 
where the money was going to come from for the future. 


Again, it was argued that the only solution to the Library problem, at least at 
the research and graduate level, was to have interuniversity cooperation and 
some action had to be taken in that area. At the same time however, it was 
argued that we were now at the point where we did not even have a decent 
undergraduate Library, which problem could not be solved through 
inter-university cooperation, but rather through immediate additional 
funding to the Library. 


It was stated that one could support the motion provided that the 
11substantial" increase was not replaced by a specific amount of money, 
and provided that the second part of the motion concerning indexing the 
increase, was deleted. It was also reiterated that the position of the Faculty 
of Engineering and Computer Science was not that the Library was not used 
by its students and faculty members, or that it should not be considered to 
be a bread and butter issue, but rather that the Faculty was asking for the 
bread first so that the butter could be applied, i.e., the Faculty needed 
laboratory equipment first. It was also pointed out that a lot of equipment 
used by the Faculty, was purchased through the Operating budget, as 
opposed to the Capital budget, and the non-salary budget for the Faculty has 
not increased over the last five years. 


Continued discussion centered on the inclusion of a specific amount of 
money in the motion; inter-university cooperation; and indexing the increase 
in funding to the Library to the cost of living. 
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The mover and seconder of the motion agreed that the last clause in the 
motion concerning indexing the increase, be deleted, and that the second 
sentence be changed to read - "Senate requests that the University 
substantially increase, (with $500,000.00 as a guideline figure), the 
allocation to the Library for book and journal purchases". 


Dr. O'Brien announced that he had to leave the meeting for a few minutes 
and he asked Dr. Breen, Vice-Chairman of Senate, to chair the meeting in 
his absence. 


It was stated that one could not support the motion without some assurance 
that the $500,000.00 would be used exclusively for upgrading of Library 
holdings at the undergraduate level, the concern being expressed that 
without such a stipulation, the inter-university cooperation that was needed 
at the graduate level, would simply disappear for another five years, 1.e., 
there would be no active effort to pursue inter-university cooperation. It was 
further stated that while, as had been previously mentioned, the motion was 
consistent with Mission Statements 1, 3, and 7, it should also be noted that 
the Introduction to the Mission Statement, as approved by Senate, included 
a resolution which stated in part that - "However, we are willing to 
cooperate with others so that those needs and demands are adequately met."; 
and it was argued therefore, that it would in fact be very consistent with our 
Mission Statement, to engage in interuniversity cooperation. 


Dr. Chalk assured Senate that if the motion on the floor was passed, the 
efforts to achieve Library cooperation with other universities, would 
continue to go ahead full steam. 


At the request of the Chair, and for the benefit of Senators, the mover 
repeated the motion as presently worded, as follows: - "Senate expresses its 
concern at the increasing inability of the Library to provide adequate support 
for teaching and research programmes. Senate requests that the University 
substantially increase (with $500,000.00 as a guideline figure) the allocation 
to the Library for book and journal purchases". 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


In response to a concern expressed over the fact that Senate would not be 
able to complete the remaining Agenda items within the time remaining for 
what was intended to be only a half-day meeting and it was suggested and 
agreed that the meeting be recessed for lunch and resume at 2:00 p.m. 


Dean Swamy advised that he wished to add another item to the Agenda, 
concerning the Library, and he intended to make a motion to that effect 
when the meeting resumed. 


The meeting was recessed at 1:10 p.m. and resumed at 2:05 p.m. 
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Strategic Planning for the University Resolution concerning a "Transition" 
Committee 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators that it had been pointed out at the last 
meeting that there were a number of loose ends which could not be 
satisfactorily dealt with at that time and were consequently referred to the 
Steering Committee for inclusion on the Agenda for today's meeting. He 
stated that it appeared to the Steering Committee, that the main item involved 
various resolutions proposing the appointment of a committee to be 
involved at the later stage, after whatever the Board of Governors does with 
respect to the Mission Study; that there was a strong resemblance in the two 
or three versions of the committee that had been proposed; that it appeared 
to the Steering Committee that document US-83-8-D12, which has been 
redistributed for this meeting, was the most detailed of the various 
proposals and, in fact, included or covered the same ground as some of the 
other proposals, in particular, the one that came from the Faculty of Arts 
and Science; and that rather than circulating three separate proposals about 
three separate committees, the Steering Committee felt that it would be more 
useful to simply present document US-83-8-D12 as the working document, 
since it included all of the ideas contained in the other documents as well, 
and that Senate could then proceed to do whatever it might see fit to do. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RELTON, SECONDED BY MR. GOTT, 
THAT THE RESOLUTIONS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT 
US-83-8-D12, BE APPROVED. 


During the discussion it was argued that item 2) in the mandate of the 
proposed Committee was not specific enough; that it would be impossible 
for any committee to produce a final draft of a University Mission Statement 
that would encompass all of the debates that have taken place at all levels in 
the University, including Faculty Councils, as proposed in item 1), of the 
mandate; that at this stage, we had already gotten out of the Phase II, 
Mission Study Report, everything that we could possibly get out of it; that 
no purpose would be served by having a group of seven people go through 
all of the documentation that has been generated and attempt to come up 
-with a mutually satisfactory Statement; that if it was absolutely necessary to 
have a final statement summarizing the Phase II Report, it would have to be 
written by one person, otherwise what we would end up with would be a 
series of compromises of the type that we have already had at the levels of 
the Phase II Committee, Faculty Councils, Senate and presumably 
ultimately at the Board of Governors level; that one would be able to 
support the establishment of such a committee provided that item 1) in the 
mandate was excluded and provided that the mandate did not include item 3) 
as so specifically defined, but rather went back to what the Fahey and Peat 
Marwick Reports talked about in the first place; and that it was doubtful that 
anyone in the University was going to be interested in reading the product 
of such a committee's work or that Senate would be very enthusiastic in 
September, about even debating, yet once again, the final draft of the 
University Mission Statement. 


It was stated that one assumed that since we have already forwarded all the 
Senate proposals, in a rather thick package, to the Board of Governors, 
someone was at some point going to have to sift through all of that 
documentation and write a Mission Statement for the University, and that 
what was being recommended was not that a committee of Senate be 
formed, but rather that Senate recommend to the Board that a committee of 
the Board be formed. With respect to the concern expressed that item 3), in 
the proposed mandate, was too specific, it was stated that the resolution was 
simply asking that the points contained in item 3), simply be considered by 
the Committee, and not that the Committee should necessarily recommend 
either the composition or the responsibilities of a Planning Department 
which were being suggested in item 3). 


It was suggested that the word "preparation" in item 1) of the proposed 
mandate, should be replaced by "receiving", with the understanding that the 
Committee might accept the actual resum6 of the Senate debate, as a final 
draft, or it might decide that it would be possible to take the Senate 
documentation and turn it into a shorter version. 


It was stated that the thrust of item 1) was that the final draft of the 
University Mission Statement should be approved by the proposed 
Committee, which did not preclude the possibility of the Committee 
deciding that such a final draft might, in the first instance, be prepared by 
one person. 


The mover and seconder of the motion agreed that item 1), in the proposed 
mandate, be changed to read -" ACCEPTANCE OF THE FINAL DRAFT 
OF THE UNIVERSITY MISSION STATEMENT". 


During continued discussion concerns were voiced over items 2) and 3), in 
the mandate, the former being labeled as being too broad and totally open 
ended and the latter being described as being too precise on the one hand, 
and completely inconsistent on the other. 


By way of procedure, it was suggested and agreed that each of the items in 
the mandate of the proposed committee, be voted on separately, followed by 
consideration of the membership of the committee. 


In response to a question concerning the status of the "whereas" clauses on 
page 1, document US-83-8-D12, it was explained that they were simply 
intended to situate or place into context, the actual resolutions that appeared 
on page 2. As such, it was not intended that they be debated or voted on. 
The mover and seconder agreed that the "whereas" clauses (page 1, 
document US-83-8-D12) be deleted from the motion. 


It was suggested that the resolution be changed to read - "Be it resolved that 
Senate recommend to the Board of Governors that machinery be established 
with responsibility for: 1) preparation of the final draft of the University 
Mission Statement; and 2) monitoring of all ongoing planning activities". 


During continued discussion, it was argued that the word "machinery" in 
the resolution suggested above, did not guarantee either student input or 
faculty representation with respect to that mechanism; that the original 
resolution recommending that a committee be formed, should stand; that the 
Board of Governors had already named a one man committee to look into 
the question of what process should be followed and that the resolution on 
the floor would simply be telling the one man committee that this was the 
process that Senate feels would be the most appropriate process for 
following through on the Mission Statement; that using the word 
"machinery" in the resolution, as opposed to 11committee", would allow 
the Board, if it saw fit, to assign the first part of the mandate concerning the 
final draft of the Mission Statement, to an individual, and the second part 
concerning the monitoring of ongoing planning activities, to a committee. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY 
PROF. GIGUERE, THAT THE RESOLUTION BE CHANGED TO 
READ - "BEIT RESOLVED THAT SENATE RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS THAT MACHINERY BE ESTABLISHED 
WITH RESPONSIBILITY FOR: - 1) PREPARATION OF THE FINAL 
DRAFT OF THE UNIVERSITY MISSION STATEMENT; 2) THE 
MONITORING OF ALL ONGOING PLANNING ACTIVITIES, BY A 
BODY WHICH SHOULD INCLUDE PROVISION FOR STUDENT AND 
FACULTY INPUT". 


In response to a charge that the amendment was against the spirit of the 
motion, Dr. O'Brien advised that the amendment essentially proposes to 
remove the entire resolution on the floor and replace it with another one. He 
explained that he had not made a point of that, because he could easily see 
how the amendment could be resubmitted in order to fall within the rules, 
such as by changing "committee of the Board of Governors" to 
"machinery", changing the wording of item 2); and deleting item 3), etc. 
That is, there was a way to reformulate the amendment, so that it would fall 
within the rules and make it acceptable. 


The discussion that ensued centered on the question of student and faculty 
"input" on the proposed body to monitor ongoing planning activities, as 
opposed to actual membership on that body; and on the question of the lack 
of an established mechanism within the University for consideration, 
amplification, and implementation of priorities, which was embodied in item 
3), of the mandate of the original resolution. A concern was also voiced 
over what was termed the total vagueness of the proposed amendment. 


It was argued that approval of the amendment now on the floor would 
mean, in effect, that the Board of Governors would not have to do 
anything, because machinery already existed to monitor ongoing planning 
activity, i.e., the Rector's Cabinet, and insofar as the final draft of the 
Mission Statement was concerned, any member of the Board of Governors 
could receive it; that the point of the resolution, both from the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council and from the Student Caucus, was that there 
should be a reporting going on to the Faculty Councils, and there should be 
input from the Faculty Councils as to the planning and as to the 


implementation that was being carried out; that this whole idea arose out of a 
feeling that a huge segment of the University was being left out of all the 
real decision making that was going on in the University and the resolutions 
from these two groups, i.e., Arts and Science Faculty Council and the 
Student Caucus, was an attempt to remedy that situation; and that without 
specific mention in the amendment, of representations from Faculty 
Councils, nothing of the substance of what came from the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council, was being retained. 


It was pointed out that the recommendation from the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council, was that the Committee should include | "representative" 
selected by each Faculty Council, i.e., the Council did not state that the 
individual had to be a faculty member. Moreover, the Council debated that 
specific issue and it was the intention of Council that the question of 
representation be left open to the possibility of appointing an administrator 
to the Committee. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


Debate resumed on the original resolution as proposed on page 2, document 
US-83-8-D12. 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators that the phrase "preparation of " in item 1)., 
of the mandate of the proposed committee, had been changed to "acceptance 
of "; and that it had been agreed earlier that the resolution would be voted on 
in four separate motions. 


Concerning item 3)., in the mandate, the mover and seconder agreed that 
everything following the first sentence be deleted, 1.e., item 3)., would read 
- "CONSIDERATION OF A PERMANENT PLANNING COMMITTEE". 


In response to a question, it was explained that item 1), of the mandate of 
the proposed Committee, was intended to mean acceptance of the final draft 
of the University Mission Statement, prior to forwarding it to the Board of 
Governors for final approval. 


ITEM 1), OF THE MANDATE, AS CHANGED, (PAGE 2 , DOCUMENT 
US-83-8-D12), WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


In response to a question, it was pointed out that the intention of item 2), of 
the mandate, was spelled out in the "whereas" clauses on page | of 
document US-83-8-D12, which have now been dropped from the motion, 
and it was suggested therefore, that there should be a clarifying phrase 
added to item 2). 


The mover and seconder, agreed to add to item 2), of the mandate, the 
phrase "VIS-A-VIS THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MISSION 
STATEMENT". 


ITEM 2), OF THE MANDATE, AS CHANGED, (PAGE 2, DOCUMENT 
US-83-8-D12), WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


The feeling was expressed that the phrase "Planning Department", in item 
3), of the mandate, might give rise to a certain amount of confusion, 
particularly since a Planning Department already existed in the University, 
and it was suggested that a different phraseology should be used, e.g., 
planning group, planning mechanism, etc. It was also suggested that the 
phrase "... for the establishment of be inserted into this particular mandate. 


The mover and seconder agreed that item 3), of the mandate, (page 2, 
document US-83-8-D12), be changed to read - "CONSIDERATION FOR 
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A PERMANENT PLANNING GROUP." 


ITEM 3), OF THE MANDATE, AS CHANGED, (PAGE 2, DOCUMENT 
US-83-8-D12), WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


During discussion on the composition of the proposed Committee, (page 2, 
document US-83-8-D12), it was suggested that Faculty Council 
representatives should be restricted to individuals who have taken part in 
one or other of the lengthy discussions that have occurred around the whole 
subject of the University Mission Statements, in order to minimize the 
possibility of the Committee spending a lot of time reinventing wheels. 


It was stated that it would be very difficult to impose the above suggestion 
as a requirement, although it might well be attached to the membership as a 
comment. 


A concern was expressed over the phrase "consist of", which implied that 
the size of the Committee would be limited to the membership stipulated in 
the resolution, (page 2, document US-83-8-D12). It' was suggested the 
phrase be changed to "include". 


It was argued that the specific intent of the resolution was to limit the size of 
the Committee; that this issue had been debated at length in the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council and that what was being proposed with respect to 
the size of the Committee, accorded with what had come out of that 
discussion; and that to have a membership larger than seven people, would 
tend to make the Committee unmanageable. 


It was also argued that the resolution as presently worded, would preclude 
the possibility of the Board of Governors appointing one or two of its own 
members, to the Committee, and if that was not specifically intended, the 
phrase "consist of", should be changed to "include"; and that there would 
probably be a greater chance for the recommendation to be accepted, if the 
Board of Governors was given a certain amount of leeway vis-a-vis the 
membership of the Committee. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, 
SECONDED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, THAT THE PHRASE - 
"CONSIST OF" BE DELETED AND REPLACED BY - "INCLUDE". 


THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED. 
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THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE COMPOSITION OF THE 
COMMITTEE, (PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-83-8-D12), AS AMENDED, 
WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the entire text of the resolution on page 2, 
document US-83-8-D12, as amended and changed, had now been approved 
by Senate and would be forwarded as a recommendation to the Board of 
Governors. 


UCCC Report on Performance Requirements 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from UCCC on 
Performance Requirements, (document US-83-8-D13). He drew Senate's 
attention particularly to the situation in the Faculty of Arts and Science, 
which was the Faculty most affected by this issue, (item B.9., pages 2 and 
3, document US-83-8-D13). The Faculty was proposing that with the 
exception of programmes whose grade performance standards are linked to 
certification requirements, departments should be encouraged not to 
establish special grade performance requirements in Specialization 
programmes, and that such requirements be permitted, as of 1984/85, in the 
following programmes only: BA Specialization in Early Childhood 
Education; BA Specialization in French/English Translation; BA/B.Sc. 
Specialization in an Individually Structured Programme; and the B.Ed. in 
TESL, which, although not described as such, was in effect a 
Specialization. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DR. 
BREEN, THAT THE UCCC RECOMMENDATIONS ON 
PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS, (SECTION C, PAGE 3, 
DOCUMENT US-83-8-D13). BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Report of the Committee on the Status of Women 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it was the feeling of the Steering Committee that 
the Report of the Committee on the Status of Women was an important 
matter for Senate to discuss, but that the dying meeting of the academic year 
was probably not the best time to launch into a full fledged discussion of 
this item. Consequently, in putting this on today's Agenda, the Steering 
Committee did so in order that Senate could, if it wished, have a very 
preliminary discussion, but, at the same time, Steering Committee was 
proposing that this item would appear on the Senate Agenda in the Fall. In 
the interim, the Committee would attempt to identify in the Report, those 
issues that have a specific academic relevance and might be regarded as, 
rather specifically, the business of Senate; and that once this analysis has 
been done, to perhaps suggest to Senate a particular structure or a particular 
agenda to consider the Report, rather than to propose that Senate launch 
itself into a general debate on the entire Report, some areas of which were 
not particularly of direct concern to Senate. Dr. O'Brien also advised that he 
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had received a memorandum from Dr. Singer, Chairman, Arts and Science 
Faculty Council, informing him that Council had passed a resolution that - 
"the Arts and Science Faculty Council urges the Senate to ask all Councils 
for their reaction to the Report of the Concordia Committee on the Status of 
Women before any legislative action is taken". Finally, he stated that the 
matter was now before Senate and it would be in order for Senate to discuss 
it in a rather general way, if it wished to do so, following which, he would 
propose that the debate be adjourned and taken up in a more structured 
fashion in the Fall. 


It was agreed that the matter be dealt with in the manner proposed by the 
Steering Committee. 


Adjournment 


Dr. O'Brien stated that before adjourning the meeting, he wished to 
commend Senators for having survived what he described as being one of 
the more particularly active debates in years; and moreover, in having 
reached the last minute of the final meeting of the year with quorum still 
present. 


The meeting was adjourned at 3:15 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


